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Known Ar~a~ of Controversy ¯ potential impacts on Reclamation’s ability to
meet contractual water quality requirements of
water deliveries to the Exchange Contractors;

Tf~ Siam CEQA Guidelines (Section 15123) require
an EIR to identify areas of known controversy to the lead ¯ potential incremental increases in salinity of
agency, including those issues raised by ,~geneies and the water diversions for the Exchange Conh’aetors;

¯ public. C~on of the NOP for the EI~ identified the
following areas of potential controversy: ¯ potential surface water quality degradation of

the Mendota Pool and San Joaquin River from
¯ land subsidence attributable to groundwater project discharges (TDS, chlorides, and sul-

withdrawal, fates);

¯ incremental increases in regional groundwater ¯ potential surface water quality degradation of
overdraft, the Calffomia Aqueduct from Lateral 7 dis-

charges containing blended waters
¯ aqueduct water quality and salinity effects, and

54-TAF Subalternative: predicted TDS,
¯ effects on raw water to downstream municipal chloride, and sulfate levels

users of aqueduct water.
- 78-TAF Subaltemative: predicted chloride

and sulfate levels;
Impact Summary

¯ potential water quality impacts on municipal
water suppliers down.ctream of project dis-

Table 3-1 provides a summary of impacts of the pro- charges (effects on loeai water suppliers and
posed project, effects on SWP facilifies);

¯ potential reduaio~ in flood-carrying capacity of
Beneficial Impact~ the San Joaquin River below Mendota Dam;

The following beneficial impact would occur under ¯ potential inerementsl increases in subsidence in
the proposed project: the upper aquifer system that may affect local

flooding patterns;
¯ potential decreases in chlorides and total or-

ganic carbon in aqueduct deliveries. ¯ potential changes in water levels in Mendota
Pod and streamflows in the San Joaquin River
from groundwater pumpinff,

Le~-than-Signiticant Impaet~
¯ poUmtial effects on beneficial uses of aqueduct

The following less-than-significant impacts would water and wast~ater reclamation projects in
~.cur under the proposed project: sotahem Califa~ia from increases in raw water

¯ increased pumping costs fornearby well owners
becau.~ of water-level drawdown; ¯ reduced diversity and production of waterfowl

food plants from increased salinity levels in
¯ crop loss resulting from sudden loss of water Mendota Pool;

production at nearby irrigation wells;
¯ reduced diversity and production of waterfowl

¯ potential increases in seepage from Mendota and other water birds from increased salinity in
Pool resulting from project pumping Mendota Pool;

¯ potential increases in shallow groundwater, ¯ potential mortality of special-stares s!~eies
salinity levels, and drainage problems within from land subsidence caused by groundwater~
WWD from project water supplies; pumping

M.mdota Pool F.J.R Chapter :L ~aw Summary

C--038563
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Table 3-1. Summary of Impacts of the Proposed Project and Recommended Mitisation Measures
Pal~e’i of 7

Level of Level of
Significance Significance

Impact before Mitigation Mitigation after Mitigation

DIRECT IM PAC’TS

Groundwater

Contribution of groundwater pumping to S Mitigation Measure 4-1: Decrease S’
regional groundwater overdraft and average annual ptunping rate.
depletion of groundwater resources

Increased pumping costs for nearby well LTS No miligation is required. -.
owners because of water-level drawdown

Potential operational problems in nearby S Mitigation Measure 4-2: Decrease L’I’Ss
welts caused by water-level drawdowns average annual project pumpage to no
from groundwater pumping at project more than 50 T/W/yr. tt~
wells ¢O

Mitigation Measure 4-3: Restrict                                                �~
maximum annual pumping rate.

Crop loss resulting fiom sudden loss of LTS No mitigation is required. -- I
water production at nearby irrigation wells �O
Potential damage to structures caused by SU Mitigation Measure 4-2: Decrease SU~
subsidence in the upper aquifer system average annual project pumpage to no
above the Corcoran Clay more than 50 TAF/yr.

Mitigation Measure 8-1: hnplcment
program under AB 3030 to miuimize the
project’s contribution to ctunulative
groundwater overdraft and other significant
impacts of the project.

Potential increases in seepage from LTS No mitigation is required. --
Mendota Pool resulting from project
pumping



Table 3-I. Continued                                                                   to

Page 2 of 7

Level of Level of
Significance Significance

Impact before Mitigation Mitigation aller Mitigation

Potential degradation of groundwater S Mitigation Measure 4-2: Decrease SW
quality in the upper aquifer system because average annual project pumpage to no
of altered groundwater flow patterns more than 50 TAF/yr.

Mitigation Measure 4-4: Assist City of
Mendota wilh efforts to locate alternative
or improved water supply.

Mitigalion Meastlre 8-1: Implement
program under AB 3030 to minimize
etunulative groundwater overdraft and
other significant impacts of the project.

Potential increases in shallow ground- LTS No mitigation is required. _.
water, salinity levels, and drainage
problems within WWD from project water
supplies

Surface W~ler

Potential impacts on Reelamation’s ability LTS No mitigation is required. --
to meet contractual water quality require-
ments of water deliveries to the Exchange
Contractors

Potential incremental increases in salinity LTS No mitigation is required. --
of water diversions for the Exchange
Contractors

Potential surface water quality degradation
of the Mendota Pool and San Joaquin
River from project discharges

Total dis~Ived solids (TDS) LTS ~ No mitigation is required. --

No rrdtigation is required.



Table 3-1. Continued
Page 3 of 7

Level of Level of
Significance Significance

Impact before Mitigation Mitigation after Mitigation

Sulfates LTS blo mitigation is required. --

Potential surface water quality degradation
of the California Aqueduct from Lateral 7
discharges containing blended waters

54-TAF Subalternatlve

Predicted TDS levels LTS No mitigation is required. --

Predicted chloride levels LTS No mitigation is required. --

Predicled sulfate levels LTS No mitigation is required. "" tO
78-TAF Subalternath’e tO

,,~ Predicted TDS levels S Mitigation Measure 5-I: Reduce project L’fS
discharges to avoid exeeedance of TDS
drinking water quality standards.

Predicted chloride levels L’FS No mitigation is required. --

Predicted sulfale levels LTS No miligation is required. -- �..)

Potenlial xvater quality impacts on
municipal water suppliers downstream of
project discharges

Effects on local water suppliers LTS No mitigation is required. --

Effects on drinking water quality B No mitigation is required. --

Revised and future SDWA MCLs LTS No mitigation is required. --

Effects on SWP faeililies LTS No mitigalion is required. --

Potential reduction in flood-carrying LTS No mitigation is required. --
capacity of the San Joaquin River below
Mendola Dam



Table 3-1. Continued
Page 4 of 7

Level of Level of
Significance Significance

Impact before Mitigation Mitigation after Mitigation

Potential incremental increases in LTS No mitigation is required. --
subsidence in the upper aquifer system that
may affect local flooding patterns

Potential changes in water levels in LTS No mitigation is required. --
Mendola Pool and streamflows in the San
Joaquin River from groundwater pumping

Potential effects on beneficial uses of LTS No mitigation is required. --
aqueduct water and wastewater recla- tO
marion projects in southern California from
increases in raw water salinity

Biological Resources I
Reduced diversity and production of LTS No mitigation is required. ""
waterfowl food plants at Mendota WMA
from increased salinity levels in Mendota
Pool

Reduced diversity and production of LTS No mitigation is required. --
waterfowl and other water birds from
increased salinity in Mendota Pool

Potential mortality of special-status species LTS No mitigation is required. --
from land subsidence caused by ground-
water punlping

Potential mortality of special-status species LTS No mitigation is required. --
following recolonization and subsequent
plowing of idle agricultural land

Potential impacts on fish and freshwater LTS. No mitigation is required. --
aquatic life in the Mendota Pool from



Table 3-1. Continued                                                                           ~
Page 5 of 7

Level of Level of
Significance Significance

Impact before Mitigation Mitigation after Mitigation

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Future No-Project Alternative and Mendota Pool Project

Contribution of ground\vater pumping to S Mitigation Measure 8-1: hnplement SU~
regional groundwaler overdralt and program under AB 3030 to minimize
depletion of groundwater resources cumulative groundwater overdraft and

other significant impacts of the project

Contribution of groundwater pumping Io S Mitigation Measure: Implement SU
lowering regional groundwater levels Mitigation Measure 8-1.

Potential operational problems in nearby S Mitigation Measures: Implement SU
wells caused by cumulative water-level Mitigation Measures 4-I and 8-i.
declines

24 Loss of canal freeboard and water from SU Mitigation Measures: Implement SU
canals as a result of subsidence Mitigation Measures 4-1 and 8-1.

Acceleration ofsalinity increases in wells SU Mitigation Measures: Implement SU
due to changes in regional ground~vater Mitigation Measures 4-1,4-4, and 8-I.
gradient in file upper aquifer

Future No-Project Alternative, Mendota Pool Project, and Canahide Project

Contribution of groundwater pumping to S Mitigation Measures: Implement SW
regional groundwater overdraft and Mitigation Measures 4- ! and 8-1.
depletion of groundwater resources

Potential operational problems in nearby S Mitigation Measures: Implement SU
wells caused by cumulative v~ater-level Miligation Measures 4-1 and 8-1.
declines

Loss of canal freeboard and water from SU Mitig~tion Measures: Implement SU
canals as a result of subsidence Mitigation Measures 4-1 and 8-I.



Table 3-1. Continued
Page 6 of 7

Level of Level of
Significance Significance

Impact before Mitigation Mitigation after Mitigation

Acceleration of salinity increases in wells SO Mitigation Measures: Implement SO
due Io changes in regional groundwater Mitigation Measures 4-1 and 8-I.
gradient in the upper aquifer

Potential surface water quality degradation S Mitigation Measure 5-1: Reduce project LTS
of the California Aqueduct from Lateral 7 discharges to avoid exeeedance of TDS
discharges containing blended waters drinking water quality standards.

Future No-Project Alternative, Mendota Pool Project, Canalside Project, and Groundwater Conveyance Projects in Other Districts

Groundwater impacts Expected to be the same as under the �’~
Future No-Project Alternative, Mendola
Pool Project, and Canalside Project.

Water quality impacts S Mitigation Measure: Implement LTS
Mitigation Measure 5-1.

Biological impacts LTS No mitigation is required. --

Future No-Project Alternative and Reduced Pumping Alternatives for Canalside Project and Mendota Pool Project

Contribution ofgroundwaler pumping to S Mitigation Measures: Implement SU�
regional groundwater overdraft and Mitigation Measures 4-I and 8-1.
depletion of groundwater resources

Conldbution of groundwater pumping to S Mitigation Measure: Implement SU
lowering regional groundwater levels Mitigation Measure 8:i.

Loss of canal freeboard and water from SU Mitigation Measures: Implement SUe
canals as a result of subsidence , Mitigation Measures 4-I and 8-1.

Acceleration of salinity increases in wells SU Mitigation Measures: Implement SU~
due to changes in regional groundwater Mitigation Measures 4-!, 4-4, and 8-1.



Table 3-I. Continued                                                                    ~Page 7 of 7              �3

Level of" Level of
Significance Significance

Impact before Mitigation Mitigation after Mitigation

Potential surface waler qualily degradation S Mitigation Measure: Implement LTS
of the California Aqueduct from Lateral 7 Mitigation Measure 5-!.
discharges containing blended waters

Notes’.

= beneficial.
LTS = less than significant.

= significant.
SU = significant but unavoidable.

The level of significance after mitigation is shown as significant, but, depending on the extent to which the average pumping rate is decreased, it could be less than significant.

Mitigation measures 4-2, 4-3, and 4-4 together would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.

Even with the recommended mitigation measures, this impact would not be redtlced to a less-than-significant level; therefore, it is significant and unavoidable.

I
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¯ poteatial mortaIity of" special-status species Alternatives to the Project
following recolonization and subsequent plow-
ing of idle agricultural land; and

The F_.IR preparers conducted a general alternatives
¯ potential in.acts on fish and freshwater aquatic screening and feasibility analysis using environmental

life in the lviendota Pool from project dis- and economic criteria to define the range of potential
charges, water conveyance altm~atives. Five potential alternatives

we~ subjected to screening criteria:

Signlf’w.ant Impact~ ¯ Land ge~ent,

The following significant impacts would occur under ¯ Interoonnection of WWD Laterals with bk’w
the proposed project: Storage Capacity,

¯ contribution of groundwater pumping to re- ¯ Consu-ucfion of New Wells within WWD,
gional gronndwatcr overdraft and depletion of
groundwater resources; ¯ Iraproved Irrigation Effi¢ioncy (Conversion

from Furrow to Drip or Sprinkle-s), and
¯ potential operational problans in nearby wells

~a.sed bywater-lcvel drawdowns from ground- ¯ Reduced Pumping.
water pumping at project wells;

Thre~ of the five potential alternatives were dis-
¯ potential degradation of groundwater quality in missed for environmental and economic reasons. The

the upper aquifer system because of altered Reduced Pumping Alternative and Interc.onnection of
groundwater flow patterns; WWD Laterals with New Storage Capacity Alternative

¯ potential surface water quality degradation of in tl~ E]R along with the No-Proje~ Alternative, consid-
the California Aqueduct from Lateral 7 dis- oration of which is rexluh-ed by CEQA.
charges containing blended waters (T8-TAF
Subaltemative: predicted TDS levels); and

General Discussion of Impac~ of
¯ potential operational problems in nearby wells Proposed Project

caused by cumulative water-level d~clincs.

In gemini, tl~ proposed project would contribute to
Signlfmant and Unavoidable Impacta existing regiotml groundwater overdmR, subsidence, and

water-level problems in the northern portion of WWD
The following impacts may be significant and un- and the Mem~lota Pool area. In gcnsral, groundwater has

avoidable under the proposed project: a higher mineral content than surface water most of the
time; conveyance of nonproject groundwater would

¯ potential damage to structures mused by subsi- crease salt loading to the California Aqueduct when this
dence in the upper aquifer system above the occurs, although minor reductions in chloride levels and
Corooran Clay, total organic carbon (considered beneficial effects) also

are expected. Salt loading and its impact would vary
¯ loss of canal freeboard and water fi’om canals as depending on aqueduct conditions. The water quality ~-

a result of subsidence; and impact malysis for this project has shown, however, that
conveyance of groundwater from the Meadota

= acceleration of salinity increases in wells due to Croup wells should not caus~ aqueduct water to
changes in regional groundwater gradient in the water quality standards.
upper aquifer.

Water quality conditions in the aqueduct vary,
the relative salt loading and effects on downstream us~-
wfll also vary depending on the level of water use.
flows in th, aquedua are reduced, daily management
operatiotml controls would be ne,ded to ensure that wa~
quality is not degraded signifioanfly. WWD has deve|~-

Me, dora Poo1 ~ Chapter 3. F_.r.e.c~t~ S,~mma~~
W~.stkmds Water District

~-~,,~r,c~,z 3-10 oaot~ ~-

¢-o ssz 
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oped and will refine an operations model ofits segment The cumulative impact analysis first evaluates the
of the aqueduct for use in assessing conveyance effects water supply eft’eeLs of recent environmental regulations
and is proposing several operational controls and proee- that affect Delta water exports and CVP delivexies to
dures to ensure that aqueduct water quality is not ira- WWD, including the CVPIA, ESA, and the recent Delta
paired, water quality control plan and the CALFED principles.

It was generally assumed that surface water supply cut-
backs would result in inwe.ased regional groundwater

Compma-ative Merita of Proje~ pumping in W’WE). The project’s incremental eontribu-
Alternative~ tion m r~gional groundwatea- levels, subsidmae~, ground-

water quality, and surface water quality in the aqueduct
were evaluated in relation to the predicted environmental

This section provides a brief disoussion of the merits effects of water supply changes and groundwaterpump-
of the R.edueed Pumping Alternative and the No-Project ing caused by these regulations.
Alternative compared to those of the proposed project.
A more d~tailed discussion of alternatives is provided in The Mendota Pool project, by itself and combined
Chapter 7, "Alternatives to the Proposed Project’. with the effects of future no-project water supply condi-

fiom, is predicted to contribute to substantial reductions
The Reduced Pumping Alternative would reduce in groundwater level in the shallow aquifer over many

groundwater pumping to TAF any given year. It years of pumping, subsidence on45 Cumtflative the
also would reduce adverse environmental impacts when California Aqueduct and other local water-supply canals
compared to the proposed project. The project’s contri- are ecxasidered significant and unavoidable because sub-
bmion to regional groundwater overdraft and subsidence sidenee has been a regional problem in the past. The
wottld beat lower levels and salt loading to the aqueduct Mendota Pool project’s contribution to cumulative water
would be lower under this alternative than under the quality impacts in the shallow aquifer are also considered
proposed project. The biological impacts would be the sigr~ficant because the project would increase the
same as those under the proposed project and would be gional gronndwater gradient and aceelea-ate the movement
less than significant For these reasons, the Reduced of satine water in the northwestern portion of WWD area
Pumping Alternative is considered the environmentally toward the Mendota Pool. Mitigation measur~ for both
superior alternative. The Mendota Pool Group repre- project-specific and cumulative impacts are recommen-
sentative has stated that as a result of this environmental ded to reduce, minimize, or avoid the project’s contribu-
evaluatiort, the Reduced Pumping Alternative will be the tion to these existing regional groundwater issues.
project reconmm,zled for approval to the WWD Board of
Directors instead of the originally proposed project The cumulative analysis of aquexluet water quality
(Bryner pets. comm.), indicates that the Mendota Pool project, the Canalside

project, and other similar projects that use the aqueduct
The No-Project Alternative would avoid the pre- for eora~arce purposes would eonlribute salt loading to

dieled eavironmen~ impacts of the proposed project but export waters and could cause water quality objectives to
would not achieve the project’s water conveyance objec,- be exceeded. Operational mitigation measures arc
rives, recommended to reduce salt loading and water quality

�ffeets from these two projects administered through
WWD.

Cumulative Effects

Growth-Inducing Effeeta
Chapter 8 of the EIR analyzes the cumulative im-

p~:ts of the Men&~ Pool Cctaveyanee Project with other
similar water projects, including the Canalside Convey- Section 15126(g) ofthe Stare CEQA Guidelines pro-
anee Project. The Canalside Conveyance Project is a vides the following guidance in determining the growth-
similm- project with a series of wells that generally tap the inducing impacts of a proposed action:
subcoreoran aquifer and discharge groundwater directly
into the California Aqueduct for conveyance to farmers in Discuss the ways in whioh the proposed project
WWD. For the groundwater analysis, a quantitative could foster economic or population growth, or
method was used to estimate the relative cumulative the construction of additional housing, either
effects of the two projects, directly or indirectly, in the surrounding envi-

ronment. Included in this discussion would be
projects that remove obstacles to growth.

~de~tdota PooI F.d~
Chapter 3..F.xe~uttve Summary
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Incre~es in population may furthe~ tax existing
community sa-vic~ facilities so consideration
must be givcm ~ this impact. Als~ discuss the
characteristics of some project which may ~n-
cotra~ and fadli~at~ other activities that could

viduaIIy or cumulatively. It must not be as-
sumed that growth in any re’ca is necessarily

to the environment.

1. Would the project foster economic or population
growth oc fos~- the consmm.tion of additional hous-
ing?

.:      No. Th¢ water conveyance project would not foster
-~ population growth or th~ construction of housing. In-

mead, it would provid~ wamr to grow crops and foster the

2. Would the project remow obsum1~s to population
growth?

No. The warm" �onve~an~ project would allow con-
tinued farming operations within WWD. It would not
r~now obstacles to growhh.

3. Would thr project tax existing community s~,vic¢
facilities?

No. Cuxxnxiwate~’w¢l]s in the program are operated
independemfly by individual farmers, and the program
does not rely on community se.vice facilities.

Mcndota Pool.EIf¢ ~hapter 3.
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